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Docket No.: 2870-0277PUS1 
(PATENT) 

M THE UNITE© STATES PATENT ANBTRABEMARK OFFICE 
Kazuhito TSUKAGOSHI et as. 

Application No. : 10/808,333 Confirmation No. : 5434 

Filed: March 25, 2004 Art Unit: 2826 

For: TERM INAL AND THIN-FILM TRANSISTOR Examine* T N Quach 
PRE- APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Mail Stop AF 

( >mmh iii it lor Patents 

P.O.Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 223 13-1450 

Sir: 

In response to the Una! Office Action mailed on January 29, 2007, Appellant respectfully 
requests a Pre-Appeal Brief Conference. This request is being filed concurrently with a Notice 
of Appeal, 

LI].Remjtrk* 

Appellant requests withdrawal of the rejections of record as being clearly erroneous In 
fact and It? law for the reasons set forth below.. 

[Ill States of Claims 
-20 are c g, of which claims 3-20 have been withdrawn by the Examiner, 
fillf Gr> ^ i Tectum To Be Reviewed 

1) The ground of rejection to be reviewed is the rejection of claims 1-2 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Lyons et al. (U.S. Patent 6,825,060) in view of Awano (U.S. 
Patent 7,084,507) {hereinafter "Rejection (1)"). 
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Appellant maintains the position -that the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie 
case of ob\ioasrie«s fo~ .a cav <w ) tv ' s 

I) i 1c T ele.e ices i each or si gges e eat < esent inve cm 

2 ln<. ! ' ^ ""onir a ot vau 1 3 1 1 ng and combining 



v N 1 erence to Lyons et ah fails to teach or suggest a 

terminal or wiring containing a carbon nanotube in contact with an organic material, wherein a 
metal is in contact with a part of the nanotube but does not contact the organic material. In order 
to cure this deficiency, the Examiner relies on Awano, However, Awano does not cure the 
deikienc} of the primary re en r e 

Lyons et ah teaches a method of making organic memory ceils made of two electrodes 
with a controllably conductive media between the electrodes. The eontroliably conductive media 
contains an organic semiconductor layer that contains a photosensitive compound. The elements 
of the organic memory cells of Lyons et at are shown in Figure I of this reference, reproduced 
below: 



In the Figure above, reference number 106 represents a first electrode (metal). 108 
represents a second electrode (metal), 112 represents an organic semiconductor layer, and 114 
represents a passive layer. 



the references of record. 
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A wane teaches a semiconductor device using a carbon nanotube, wherein the nanotube is 
used as a masking material for dry etching (see Awano at column 1 , lines 7-2 1 ). Awano does not 
eac i 5 anotube in contact wi i 1 n i 

Laroon mg, wherein a metal c s atube but n e lie mates 

Upon careful review of the cited references, it is clear that the references do not teach 
each and every limitation of the instant invention, namely: 1) a carbon nanotube in direct contact 
w il m o g in c material I) whe c t has a O-rrumbered carbon ring and 3} a 

meta ii contac with a pa ( thee vn ma me 4) heren e org ic n ten a! and the 
metal do not < irecth $ m ict eac i othei F . ihemn re. < sk ! ed artisan woul i >5 be r otivated to 
modify Lyons et at so as utilize a carbon nanotube contacting an organic material and a metal, 
wherein the metal and the organic material do not directly contact each other, nor would he be 
motivated to modify the device of Awano by utilizing carbon nanotubes on a passive layer, as 
this would render the device of Lyons et at unfit for its intended purpose. 

UL '' ' -->'tJ: il "•• „ ' ' »■ ' -1 / \ ■•><•' and 

Awano. 

Appellant notes that the cited references of Lyons et al. and Awano, alone or in 
combination, fail to teach or suggest each and every limitation of the present invention. 

Lyons et al. teach an organic sendee ..eon yes (1 2) comprising an organic 
semicondnctc i n ater a rid iath > s m iris ng a variety of org c structm il tt < an luxe 6 
membered carbon rings, such as a carbon nanotube. Based on the disclosures of Lyons et al at 
column 16, line 66 to column 17, line 27 and column 17, line 64 to column 18, line S, the 
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teachings of Lyons et al could be interpreted in two different ways (discussed below}, none of 
which renders the present, invention obvious. 

One arguably possible interpretation of the teachings of Lyons et al. is that Lyons' 
org ik semiconductor layer (112) is equivalent to the present!) claimed carb n nanotube In 
such ease, Lyons et ah would fail to teach that the organic semiconductor layer (112) is in direct 
contact with an organic material having a 6-merabered carbon ring, as required by the present 
invention, since the passive layer (1 14) of Lyons et al. is not described as possibly being made of 
r embered carbon ring. 

A second possible interpretation of the teachings of Lyons et al is that the organic 
semiconductor layer (112) is equivalent to the instant organic material having a 6-membered 
carbon ring. In such case, however, the passive layer (1 14) of Lyons et al. must necessarily be a 
carbon nanotube to have the instantly claimed configuration, wherein a carbon nanotube is in 
direct contact with a metal and an organic material having a 6-membered carbon ring and the 
metal is not in contact with the organic material. However, as is clear from the disclosure of 
Lyons et ah. passive layer (114) is not equivalent to Appellant's carbon nanotube. A carbon 
nanotube does not have the required properties of Lyons' passive layer (114), such as two 
chub en stable o:< z iot i e; ;ee In ons et alt at column 1 7, lines 1 5-23). 

- v. s ne or in combination, . \ . L < • - > 

limitation of the instant invention, for this reason alone, this rejection should be withdrawn. 

furthermore, Appellant notes that one skilled in the art at the time of the invention would 
not be motivated to combine the organic memory cells of Lyons et al. with the semiconductor 
de\ ce< Kvmn \ sent permissib dsigl e n Appellant disclos re 
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'Die Examiner asserts that one skilled in the art would be motivated to include a carbon 
nanotube m the terminal disclosed by Awano "since such is conventional'* and 'Improved 
characteristics can be obtained". The Examiner acknowledges that Awano does not. even teach 
the use es i c et with organic .materials, bu ^terv s thn* such isc * 1 

such material in Awano would have been obvious since Awano is not limited to a particular 
semiconductor material". 

Vv,|OUx' SOS O , ^ .] i ^ ^ , s tl 

of vias. Lyons et ai. is not directed to or concerned with vias. Rather, Lyons et al. is directed to 
organic memory ceils containing an organic semiconductor layer and a passive layer. One skilled 
in the art would not be motivated to combine die memory ceils of Lyons et al. with the devices 
comprising vias and nanoiuhes of Awano. Furthermore, one skilled in the art would not be 
motivated to modify the passive layer (114) of Lyons et al to include a carbon nanotube, since 
such a modification would render the device of Lyons et al. unfit for its intended purpose. There 
is no motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available M 
the art, to make the proposed combination. 

Thus, Rejection (1) amounts to clear \ error on the Examiner's part, and withdrawal of 
Rejection ! 1 ? is respectful!) requested. 

Dated: jy^ j j ggpj Respectfully submitted, 

By n£A~ ' 

Marc S e teg Mo. 32,181 

BIRCH, STEWART, KOLASCH & BIRCH, LLP 

81.10 Gatehouse Road, Suite 100 East 

P.O. Box 747Faiis Church, Virginia 22040-0747 

(703)205-8000 

Attorney for Applicant 
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